4 while the logic of participation might seem to mirror the logic of fandom … they are not one and the same; … even an interpretive fannish community cannot be seen apart from its own norms and ideals; and … the loose and open nature of participatory culture as idealized in the Web 2.0 model might, in fact, clash with these ideals as much as it might clash with the wider cultural model of production it is threatening to replace.
As she goes on to show, while some fans may embrace the emancipatory model of participation and utopian egalitarian in Web 2.0 spaces, other fans maintain strict hierarchical functionality, neo-liberal notions of capital, and regulation of fannish content. Fandom is not a homogenous grouping, and the boundaries between fannish groups often remain entrenched (Hills, 2002 (Hills, , 2012 . The type of participatory culture most commonly associated with the Web 2.0 technostructure, with what Jenkins et al. (2009: 7) describe as 'relatively low barriers to artistic expression and civic engagement, strong support for creating and sharing one's creations, and some type of information mentorship whereby what is known by the most experienced is passed along to novices', is neither universal nor all-encompassing. Instead, different fans embrace different aspects of the web for different purposes (Booth and Kelly, 2013) . Such is the power of fandom, to resist easy typification.
The problem with linking fans to participatory culture is that is simplifies both fan activity and audience participation. As I (Author, 2013) and others (Hills, 2010; Bury, et al., 2013: 316) have noted, there is an 'over-emphasis on participatory fans in the academy'. In fact, there is a great variety of fan activity that runs the gamut from highly creative works to simply experiencing emotional satisfaction. Fan activity can be incredibly transformative, but it can also, for example, be what Hills (2010: np) calls 'mimetic', or the 'desire…to replicate what's 5 seen on screen'. To attempt to harness one particular type of fandom to generate funds for a media project might mean shutting other fans out of the process.
Similarly, participation is a more complex proposition than just 'doing things' with the media -as Amazon.com's 2013 drive to monetize fan fiction through Kindle Worlds illustrates.
That May, online retailer Amazon.com announced that a range of popular media series, including Gossip Girl and Vampire Diaries, would become available for authorized fan fiction to be sold on the website (Amazon Publishing, 2013) . Fans could write stories (following strict guidelines) to sell and collect royalties on. Although problematic for a number of reasons (see BakerWhitelaw, 2013; Robertson, 2013) , Kindle Worlds also demonstrates that participation in cultural processes is a difficult tightrope to walk. By limiting the authorized fan fiction to specific types ('no porn'… 'doesn't violate laws or copyright…' 'no crossovers ', et al. [BakerWhitelaw, 2013 : np]), 'participation' becomes a directly modulated and regulated activity by Amazon. This authorization can also be tacit, as even the act of using an Internet service to share creative fan work can be subject to the whims of the owner of the service (as some Harry Potter fans who used LiveJournal found out when their fan fiction blogs were deleted in 2007). Far from the 'open and empowering playground in which the entire audience can play, regardless of their level of involvement, experience, or competence', as Hadas (2009: 2.4 ) defines participatory culture, creative online fan fiction demonstrates that participation is often regulated, overseen, and authorized. Fans can play in the professional sandbox, but can't build their own boxes.
A new model that links participatory culture and fandom needs to be explicated. In this paper, I want to develop a more robust understanding of the way 'participation' can be enabled and generated online, using crowdfunding films via fandom as case studies. The opportunities 6 for fans to become involved in the filmmaking process opens up new models of participation, empowered by a redefinition of the underlying technosocial structure of digital fandom's interaction with the media. To this end, I augment studies of fandom by integrating Bruce Sterling's technosocial concept of the Spime into the relationships forged between the technology of crowdfunding and the affect of particular audiences. This 'Spimatic' appreciation of the process of fandom highlights changing paradigms of fan viewership in participatory culture. I will conclude that, rather than through exemplary products, a Spimatic fandom sees the process of fan activity as key to fan affect through participation. Just as the Spime exists through both space and time, so too does fannish input into creating and crowdfunding media projects parallel the spatial and temporal situation of particular fandoms. I describe how crowdfunding fandom changes the unique posthuman experience of 21 st century participatory culture, illustrating fandom as a node on a Spimatic chain. This ultimately more fully integrates the fan into the production process, creating a truly participatory culture, rather than just participants of one.
Spimatic Fandom
To track the participation of fans as part of the digital production process via crowdfunding, I apply the concept of the Spime to fan studies. The Spime is a technosocial construct first developed by futurist and science-fiction author Bruce Sterling. A portmanteau of 'Space and Time', the concept of the Spime defines a trackable entity, a 'protagonist of a documented process. It is an historical entity with an accessible, precise trajectory' (Sterling 2005: 77) . In Sterling's (11) words, Spimes are: 7 manufactured objects whose informational support is so overwhelmingly extensive and rich that they are regarded as material instantiations of an immaterial system. Spimes begin and end as data. They are designed on screens, fabricated by digital means, and precisely tracked through space and time throughout their earthly sojourn.
In an age when we can follow the history of an object from its very (digital) conception to its final (physical) destruction, the tangibility of an object describes only one portion of a much longer cycle. When I purchase a book on Amazon.com, my copy of that book does not begin and end with a physical object. Instead, from the publisher's first input of data into the Amazon's servers to the (eventual) barcode associated with the book when I donate it to a library, that book becomes part of a process that integrates digital and physical into one -a Spime. And it's a personal Spime -it defines just that copy of the book, that digital imprint. In addition, any metainformation recorded about the production of the book -the type of paper used, the fonts typed, the marketing, even the author's website -become part of the book's Spimatic identity. That book's existence in my hands as I read it is just one part -often the shortest part -of its Spimatic life cycle. This cycle, defined by and inclusive of the physical object at its heart, can be applied to the development of a crowdfunded campaign. From the virtual position of a concept before it exists through its finished product, crowdfunding offers an exploration of the Spime in a new context. The digital age sees the beginning of a 'synchronic society', where items are no longer simply tangible, but have become a 'process' in a longer cycle (Sterling, 2005: 52) . The Spime is 'a set of relationships first and always, and an object now and then' (77), and represents the digital and tangible process an object goes through from its conception, to its physical presence in one's life, to its destruction. Applying the concept of the Spime to fandom in terms of 8 crowdfunding media campaigns allows us to note and augment the saliency of fan work in the production process.
For media fan researchers, fandom offers a way of exploring the activity and participation of audiences. Henry Jenkins's (1992) Other fan research since Jenkins has expanded on the performance of fans (Lancaster, 2001 ), the contradictions of fan studies (Hills, 2002) , the technology of fandom (Booth, 2010) , and the psychology of fandom (Hills, 2002; Sandvoss, 2005; Zubernis and Larsen, 2012) . Much fan research has attempted to problematize the dichotomy of production and consumption, terms which are not so much dialectical as they are sliding identifiers on a continuum (Author, 2013) .
By more fully integrating the concept of the Spime into fan research, the perception of consumption and production as practices shifts to see them as one cogent and chronological process instead. While Bruns (2008: 2) identifies this process as 'produsage', where 'the role of "consumer" and even that of "end user" have long disappeared', I assert that consumption and production remain tethered but not blended. Applying the Spime to fan crowdfunding illustrates how consumption and production are uniquely positioned as nodes in a network of fan activity.
As a concept, the Spime expands on the technological infrastructure of human discourse;
yet, it has traditionally been associated with technological developments. To that end, the concept of the Spime has been in the past usefully applied to multiple technological discourses, including philosophical concepts of virtuality (Garassini, 2008) , the notion of physical hypertext 9 (Bonanni, et al., 2009) , marketing new technologies (Patel, 2009) , even food production (Maciag, et al., 2010) and environmental issues in new technological development (McFedries, 2010 (5423) treat ideas as 'objects that can be followed and visualised along their lifecourse', so too do I use a Spimatic reading to illuminate the patterns of process and progress of non-physical entities. Sterling (2005: 43) notes this connection as well: 'Spimes are information melded with sustainability'. In order to exist across multiple frames of presence, the Spime must follow the trajectory of its own identity. This ascribing of autonomy to both physical and digital objects problematizes notions of online participation. As the Internet becomes 'peopled' with autonomous objects, its programmable functionality highlights the unstable relationship between things, people, ideas, and corporations.
Paradoxically, this unstable relationship emerges at a time when power is more and more perceived to be in the hands of individuals online. As Leora Hadas (2009: 3. 3) notes, discourses of Web 2.0 -a 'decentralized, nonhierarchical model, relying on and appealing to the collective power and interest of countless users, the long tail of the curve, rather than merely to the bulk of powerful companies and advertisers' -assumes that all users have some effect on the 10 development of web technology. Hadas (3.4) hints at the way technology drives this perception, at least in terms of fandom:
In theory, the participatory logic of the Web 2.0 ethos is the same one that has been driving fandom for as long as the concept has existed. The cultural shift toward participation mentioned above has been driven forward by the technologies and attitudes that characterize this model, and has driven them in turn, as once clear-cut borders between consumers and producers are steadily eroded.
Previous research into digital fandom (Booth, 2010) , examines the way that new technology shapes fannish work -the specific affordances of social media that influence the development of fan communities, especially in the way those communities interact online. But reading this technology through a Spimatic lens offers a different interpretation: that fan communities grow and change through time, and the interaction between the entire network of relationships -fan, media text, producer, technology -creates unique trajectories for each fan within that community. Crowdfunding as a fan activity offers us one exemplar for this trajectory -fans helping to finance a film highlights the campaign as the beginning of the Spime, while fans experiencing the film in theatres or on DVD, or failing to support the film at all, portends the closure of the Spime.
Crowdfunding
Crowdfunding, or the grassroots financing of projects using social and other online media, provides a contemporary avenue for exploring the interaction between users and technological systems within a participatory culture. In this paper I'm discussing crowdfunding as a media process, but other applications exist, including crowdfunding civic projects 11 (Grossman, 2012) and crowdsourcing finances (Tapscott and Williams, 2006) . Crowdsourcing describes distributing projects to many individuals -the adage of many hands make light work applies here. Brabham (2013: 122) notes four types of crowdsourcing practices: (1) knowledge projects, involving the collation of information; (2) broadcast projects, involving the search for solutions to empirical problems; (3) peer-vetted creative projects, involving the creation and selection of creative ideas; and (4) distributed projects, involving crowds analysing large amounts of information. Crowdfunding is a specific type of crowdsourcing project, where individuals donate money instead of time, energy, or work to help fund a project. There are many economic models used to develop theories of crowdfunding (Agrawal, et al., 2013) ; two of the more common are the commons-based peer production model described by Benkler (2006) , in which the creative energy of communities is coordinated into meaningful projects, and the model of collective intelligence (Lévy, 1997) , in which individuals are empowered as part of a community to contribute meaningful value to information transactions. Both these models position crowdfunding as an extension of participatory culture (Jenkins, 2006) , although as have previously been described (Booth, 2010; Jenkins, Ford, and Green, 2013) , new models of economic theory might be necessary to fully articulate the cultural ramifications of crowdfunding.
Specifically, the use of fan audiences as generative of capital demonstrates a procedural look at fan affect, what Booth (2010: 24) has called the 'Digi-Gratis' economy. In the DigiGratis economy monetary, social, and cultural values for products are interchangeable. Fans may give money to buy memorabilia, donate time to staff conventions, or spend energy creating fan fiction, vids, or other cultural products: each element becomes one node in a network of value and exchange within an affective media environment. As Pelleflamme, Lambert, and Schwienbacher (2013) note, raising funds tends to be easier if the donators already have an emotional investment in the project (see also Sørensen, 2012) .
To put this in crowdfunding terms, fans can be seen to be one aspect of the filmmaking process. They are asked for money, donate the money, and then the producers use that money to create the film (which fans then pay to see). For example, I've (Author, 2013) By following a crowdfunding campaign from opening video to funded project, one could theoretically see the birth of a new form of creative product -one formed not just from corporate control and organization, but also from crowdsourcing and fan involvement (Brabham, 2013) , a hybrid system of production and consumption. Similarly, the fan fits into this paradigm as well, augmenting the production process with the sheer digital presence of the fandom. Fans, engaged in crowdfunding endeavours, not only personify the campaign, but also personify the production process of the campaign, from inception to reception. Fandom turns the production process into a synchronic process, highlighting the important and valuable role that reception has at all stages of creation. Rather than seeing the production process in stages -preproduction/production/post-production, e.g. -a Spimatic examination of crowdfunding portends a more fluid process of participation and observation. We can see this process in action by looking at three fan-based Kickstarter campaigns in more detail.
Kickstarter Campaigns
The This imbrication occurs because, for Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013) , the contemporary media environment isn't so much engaged in a technological transformation as it is a social one.
With access to more and more information, individual consumers are beginning to 'spread' media content beyond the boundaries it was originally intended for. Spreadability -the potential for 'audiences to share content for their own purposes' (3) -is a paradigm shift in the way we think about media distribution: if the broadcast paradigm saw media circulation limited to an elite few, spreadability sees more distribution power to the masses. As spreadability grows, Jenkins, Ford, and Green (35) Twitter and Facebook. In the case of the Veronica Mars Kickstarter, for example, I first heard about it on my Facebook wall when two colleagues and a friend each separately posted that they had contributed to the campaign, spreading not only their own generosity, but also news of the project itself. As Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2013) note, this spreadability increases as projects near completion, both because project creators make final pleas for more donations (if not funded) and because more people wait to donate until the end of the campaign.
To examine each Kickstarter project on its own, however, we risk inducing specific characteristics from particular campaigns. As Gray (2011) suggests, individual Kickstarter campaigns appear to harness an 'amorphous' crowd that does not aggregate into a community.
However, seeing multiple projects as all stemming from the same 'crowd' allows us to see the 'community of participants' (Jenkins, Ford and Green, 2013: 249) -the crowd itself becomes participatory, engaging in 'the production and distribution' of media products themselves (Aitamurto, 2011: 431) . In other words, crowdfunding fandom inherently alters the experience of Traditionally, we might view the activity of all these different fan communities through a reception studies lens. That is, each of these fan groups was active and participatory in the media environment, but only after they had already been consumers of the show. Jericho fans and
Roswell fans sent food items because characters on those shows mentioned that food -it was a direct reference to what had been outlined on air. Taking quite literally Jenkins's (1992) 'poaching' metaphor from Textual Poachers, these fans took their 'save-our-show' campaigns directly from the text itself. In no way is this intended to demean the act of these fans -they are, as Jenkins notes, using the resources at their disposal to interact as best they are able given the media environment. Hart's video on her Kickstarter page stars her and her mother, reading through scripts that take familiar elements from her previous works and mock them. 'I think you need to do something different', her mother says. They note how Hart has moved past her roles on Nickelodeon and in Sabrina, and her mother suggests she take a new as an adult. Hart admits 'I don't know anyone 22 who's going to put me in a movie like this'. When she directly addresses the audience, Hart doesn't appeal to her fan base's early years -she says 'I need your help to prove to people that I'm more than just Clarissa or Sabrina' (emphasis added). Any fans attached to her previous work are shut out by her direct address. Literally talking to the fans, she tells them she does not want to appeal to them. She distances herself from her fan base, and her fans did not get behind the film, as they were alienated from the production process.
So while the film failed to be funded, its Spimatic influence also suffers -but it doesn't die. Because fans were not involved at different times, nor invoked at the 'proper' times, the Spime of Darci's Walk of Shame could not imbricate fandom into the participatory paradigm.
Hart's video had the opposite effect than was intended, according to the LA Times (Sperling, 2013: np) : 'fans of the '90s child star … weren't so interested in watching her play a single thirtysomething forced to attend her sister's wedding solo…Hart's project lacked a nostalgia factor'. But more so than nostalgia, it also lacked a specific acknowledgment of any Melissa Joan Hart fan's work. Crowdfunding through fandom works through recognition of participation.
It becomes participatory through previous interaction. Hart failed to recognize her fans as a unique group, and the Spime couldn't continue as a film -instead, it continues as a presence within the Kickstarter pantheon of failed campaigns, and as the topic of analyses like this one.
Conclusion: Spimatic Participatory Cultures
If, as Aitamurto (2011: 433) We are only just beginning to learn the best ways to harness fandom's affective potential and economic viability for crowdfunding purposes. It may be, as Jenkins, Ford and Green (2013: 234) assert, that 'the greatest advantage' of crowdfunding media projects 'may rest with those producers whose work operates within genres with strong fan followings (animation, science fiction, horror) and who speak to well-defined populations (minority and activist groups)'.
Certainly, this appears to be the case with the Veronica Mars Kickstarter campaign, which tapped into a rich vein of fannish enthusiasm for the series. Additionally, the fact that Thomas and Bell had largely identified the group by a particular name, declaring it into being through nomenclature, solidified the identity of the fan group. Neither Braff nor Hart has particularly 'well-defined populations' of fans following them (not to say they don't have fans, but rather than their fandoms are more mainstream and diffuse than the idiosyncratic Veronica Mars fans).
Yet, even in their assertion of fandom's particular value, Jenkins, Ford and Green assert a separation between fan and producer -the producers 'work' while the fans 'follow'.
However, I'd like to posit a more complex rationale for why the Veronica Mars
Kickstarter campaign succeeded so wildly while the others did not. It still revolves around fan audiences, but instead of seeing them as separated from the production process, it argues that fans are actually imbricated into the very system through their Spimatic value within the complex process by which texts becomes actualized. For Sterling (2005: 79) , 'in the age of Spimes, the object is no longer an object, but an instantiation. My consumption patterns are worth so much that they underwrite my acts of consumption'. The Spimatic effect of a Kickstarter campaign means that even if a product fails to materialize, the overall process continues to exist. As a case in point, Kuppuswamy and Bayus (2013: 18) discuss the failed Kickstarter campaign for the HanFree iPad accessory. In 2011, Seth Quest created the campaign in order to fund a project for a hands-free stand for the iPad. Raising $35,000, Quest not only exceeded his target goal of $10,000, but also garnered 440 supporters. 1 However, the publicity surrounding the campaign may have hurt Quest more than helped -Agrawal, Cataslini & Goldfarb (2013) illustrate that the disclosure of funds hampered Quest's ability to bargain with potential supplies. The HanFree accessory failed to materialize, and Quest was forced into bankruptcy. Although the product does not exist -to date, there is not HanFree accessory, and all the backers lost the money they invested -the process is forever inscribed online and in print.
The website for the Kickstarter campaign houses digital information about the project, and the aftermath of its failure is enshrined on website (and scholarly articles) in perpetuity. As a product, HanFree is nowhere; as a Spime it is everywhere.
Looked at through traditional models of economic development, fans' support of Veronica Mars is certainly a success story and non-support of Darci's Walk of Shame a failure.
To be fair, one will produce a movie and one won't. But using a more Spimatic analysis we can see the overall pattern of success for the model both campaigns engender. It's not just about the film that gets made at the end of the campaign (after all, the film could be considered a box office failure even when it does get made), but the process by which fans become integrated into the production of the film. And as the Spime illustrates, the generative potential of fandom does not just happen at specific moments of reception, but rather becomes emblematic of the entire process of creation. Fans are always-already imbricated within the digital media system, from start to finish.
As Aitamurto (2011: 429) notes of crowdfunding journalism, the effect of crowdfunding on media production also forces individual filmmakers to 'renegotiate their role and professional identity to succeed in the changing realm of creative work'. The role of producers, just as much as fans, needs to be re-examined. Crowdfunding via fandom is generative and has the potential to remake not just the economy of media production, but its cultural impact as well. At the same time, such support can be problematic, as producers are asking fans to, in effect, front the cash in order to get projects made but giving them little say on the evolution of the product. By involving the audience in such a direct manner, media producers can rely more heavily on the communities that develop around particular cult texts, but continue to leave fans 'voiceless' in the production process. We must be careful in asserting the primacy of any model of fandom, as each has flaws and blind spots.
In this article, I've illustrated one way that fan studies and technology studies can
integrate in order to demonstrate changing paradigms of audience involvement in the media process. Fandom is an inherently emotional experience; digital technology can facilitate and channel that emotion into new avenues. New concepts in technological development, including the Spime, can be usefully applied to non-corporeal procedures, like media creation and idea generation. Fandom excels at both, and applying theories of the Spime to fandom through the model of crowdfunding portends a more emotive, affective process of media creation. Fandom is traditionally participation after-the-fact; the Spime allows us to see fandom as generative of meaning throughout the entire participatory process.
